Introduction
The expansion and diversification of higher education in many countries and the increasing enrollment rates of new populations have sparked growing interest in first-generation college students. The research on students whose parents have at most secondary education mainly concentrates on the vertical aspect of stratification in postsecondary education: enrollment and attrition rates and chances of college graduation. Numerous American studies show that children of nonacademic parents have lower rates of enrollment in higher education, higher attrition rates, and lower chances of college graduation than children of academic parents (e.g., Billson and Terry, 1982; Chen and Carrol, 2005; Engle, 2007; Nunez and Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Ishitani, 2003 Ishitani, , 2006 Pascarella et al., 2004; Warburton, Bugarin, and Nunez, 2001) .
The disadvantage of first-generation students in enrollment, attrition, and graduation is partly explained by their sociodemographic characteristics. In the United States, first-generation students more often belong to ethnic minorities and to low-income families who are disadvantaged in higher education (Ishitani, 2006) . Research has shown, however, that although controlling for sociodemographic characteristics reduces the disadvantage of first-generation students, it does not eliminate it (Ishitani, 2006) , implying that this disadvantage is due to additional factors. One of these factors is first-generation students' poor academic preparation for college: exposure to a less demanding curriculum (Choy 2001; Tym et al. 2004) , study in lower-ranked classes, and lower academic achievements (Ishitani, 2006) .
The high school experience of first-generation students tells only part of the story. Research has shown that first-generation students are also disadvantaged in terms of cultural and social capital (Pascarella et al., 2004) . These students are likely to lack "college knowledge"-the ability to properly complete the admission procedures, acquaintance with the options for financial help, and understanding of the link between career goals and higher education plans (York-Anderson and Bowman, 1991; Vargas, 2004) . First-generation students are also disadvantaged in terms of social capital-they exhibit low levels of communication with faculty and peers (York-Anderson and Bowman, 1991), and they do not understand the meaning and value of extracurricular social activity within college, such as dorm life, sorority and fraternity, athletic competitions, and community service (Stuber, 2009; Stuber, Klugman, and Daniel, 2011) . Other researchers underscore sociopsychological factors, such as selfesteem and locus of control, in explaining the disadvantage of first-generation students in postsecondary education (Aspelmeier et al., 2012) .
First-Generation Students and Horizontal Stratification in Higher Education
The research on first-generation college students, which has covered a variety of topics, has partly ignored the stratification within higher education. The expansion and diversification of higher education systems has shifted the focus of the research on inequality in higher education from vertical to horizontal stratification. This interest is based on sociological approaches claiming that the opening of new educational opportunities to disadvantaged groups is accompanied by differentiation within educational levels, thereby producing new horizontal sources of stratification (Lucas, 2001) . Stratification within higher education has two sources: institution type and field of study. Institution type and field of study have clear implications for the future opportunities of students. The research focusing on the hierarchy of higher education institutions has shown that members of underprivileged groups enroll more often in less prestigious and less selective institutions (Ambler and Neathery, 1999; Karen, 2002; Shavit, Arum, and Gamoran, 2007) . It has paid less attention to the additional major source of qualitative differentiation in higher education-field of study. Fields of study, which affect occupational opportunities (Marini and Fann, 1997) , economic payoff (Davies and Guppy, 1997; Gerber and Schafer, 2004; Gill and Leigh, 2000) , and the marriage markets (van de Werfhorst, De Graaf, and Kraaykamp, 2001 ), vary in their prestige, selectivity, and attractiveness (Clark, 1983) .
Much of the research on inequality in field of study in higher education has focused on gender. The results show that women tend to concentrate on
